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The only parties filing co_ents on Bell Atlantic's

direct case are potential collocators, and, predictably, they claim

that the prices they will pay are too high. In fact, Bell Atlantic

has fully supported its tariff and shown that any lower rates will
I

force Bell Atlantic to subsidize the services provided to its

competitors. The Commission should allow expanded special access

interconnection to proceed only under the reasonable and

compensatory rates, terms and conditions which Bell Atlantic has

justified, not at the below-cost levels and with the unreasonable

conditions which the parties desire.

In the Attachment, Bell Atlantic responds to many of the

objections which the parties have raised. Bell Atlantic has
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already fUlly answered many of the other objections in its Direct

Case and will not repeat those responses here.

1 The Bell Atlantic telephone companies ("Bell Atlantic") are
The Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, the four Chesapeake and
Potomac telephone companies, The Diamond State Telephone Company
and New Jersey Bell Telephone Company.
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The Commission should deny the parties' objections and

find that Bell Atlantic's expanded special access interconnection

tariff is just and reasonable.

Respectfully sUbmitted,

Tbe .ell Atlantio Telephone
Co.pani••

By Their Attorneys

Edward D. Young, III
John Thorne

Of Counsel

September 30, 1993

1710 H street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 392-6580
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Reply tQ Specific Objections

1. Clu.: Adjus'tiDg .-rke't ra'tes ror rloor space resul'ts in
double-counting or costs (MFS CQmmunicatiQns CQmpany, Inc. ["MFS")
at 10-11, AssQciation fQr LQcal TelecQmmunicatiQns Services
["ALTS"] at 21-24).

Bell Atlantic adjusted the market real estate price in
tWQ ways. First, it added a factQr tQ accQunt fQr unique physical
attributes built intQ a central Qffice that are nQt reflected in
the prevailing real estate prices. These attributes include such
items as higher than typical ceilings,1 extra flQQr lQadings,2 24
hQur operatiQn and mQnitQring Qf all necessary systems,3 strict
envirQnmental cQntrQls,· and nQn-static flQQring.

SecQnd, Bell Atlantic added an administrative factQr tQ
accQunt fQr the additiQnal costs it incurs as a result of third
parties Qccupying its central Qffices. ThQse CQsts include the
cQntinuing, cQmplex assessments of space needs in light of third
party Qccupancy. They are unique tQ telephQne cQmpany QperatiQns
and are not reflected in benchmark real estate prices fQr
comparable space. s The CQmmission tentatively required Bell
Atlantic tQ remQve these charges frQm the tariff, sUbject tQ
investigatiQn. 6 They are, hQwever, CQsts Bell Atlantic incurs as
a result of collQcation, and Bell Atlantic has the right tQ reCQver
them frQm the CQst causers.

16 feet fQr a central Qffice versus 12 feet fQr a typical
Qffice building.

250 v. 100 PQunds per square fQQt.

3 These include mQnitQred warning systems fQr temperature,
humidity, fire, and smQke.

4 E.g., higher air filtratiQn rates and fully redundant
heating and cQQling systems.

See Direct Case, App. B at 22-23.

6 AJlerl'tech Opera'tlng coapanies, et al., 8 FCC Rcd 4589 at II
48-50 (1993).
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2. Cla1Jl: Bell Atlaat.1c's stated cast oL .cmey is faCfJlJsive (MCI
Teleco_unications Corporation ["MCI"] at 9-10, Teleport
Communications Group Inc. ("TCG") at A-6, MFS at 2-4).

The Commission should reject the commenters' claim that
Bell Atlantic's cost of capital should equal its authorized rate of
return, because the two concepts are separate and distinct. Rate
of return is a regulatory determination of the a.ount a utility is
peraitted to earn on it. embedded investment, based on the embedded
cost of debt, capital structure, and cost of equity. The cost of
capital is a forward-looking estimate of the actual rate that will
be required to attract inve.tors when Bell Atlantic enters the
financial aarkets to raise new capital. It i. determined by addinq
the weighted cost of debt to the weighted cost of equity. Bell
Atlantic has previously explained in detail and justified its cost
of capital, and the commenters' arguments do not refute that
justification. 7

The Commission should also deny the allegation that the
cost of capital should be tied to the prime rate. Prime rate
relates to short-term borrowing, not the long-term investment in
equip..nt needed for collocation.

MCI has misstated Bell Atlantic's cost of capital, which
is between 12.8\ and 13.0\,' not the 13.75\ to 15.05\ that MCI
cites. MCI's confusion appears to be its use of the Commission's
cost of money calculation, which understates the investment life,
thus driving up the apparent cost of money.'

Cost of money expenses for each account are impacted by
the Commission-prescribed depreciable life of the equipment in the
account. Differences in the depreciable lives of various equipment
justify the different costs of money expenses in different
accounts.

Direct case, App. B at 4-8 and Exh. 1 •

see Direct Case at Exh. 1.

9 The Commission's calculation derived the life of the
investment by dividing the investment by the depreciation expense.
This methodology fails to account for the gross salvage value and
the cost of removal portions of the depreciation expense.
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3. ClaJ.Ja: Bell A:tl_tic bas ~ailed to aJUbldt 'Pari~~ Review Plan
(-f'RP-) cost in~onu.tion ~or all ~unctions it o~~ers (ALTS at 8).

Bell Atlantic submitted information on each service for
which it proposed recurring charges. At the request of the Common
Carrier Bureau, Bell Atlantic has recently submitted TRP
information on non-recurring charges. 10

4. Claba: Construction cbarges in Bell Atlantic's tariff are
excessive (ALTS at 24-26, TCG at A-4).

Bell Atlantic has provided detailed docuaentation of the
costs it expects to incur in . constructing facilities for
co1locators , including actual proposals from contractors. 11

Collacators have a choice of constructing their own cages if they
believe their contractors can construct their cages for a lower
charge than can Bell Atlantic's contractor.

5. Clai.: The security arrange..nts that Bell Atlantic has i.posed
in its tariff are 81CC8ssive and are greater than those
inter8%change carriers require for co.panies that lease space in
their points of presence (ALTS at 8).

Bell Atlantic has fully justified the need for the
security arrangements. 12 A primary obligation of an exchange
carrier is to take all reasonable steps to ensure that local
telephone customers receive uninterrupted telephone service, and
the requirements for escorts and controlled access are designed to
help meet that obligation.

The affidavit that ALTS attaches to its filing has no
relevance to security arrangements in Bell Atlantic central
offices. The president of Eastern TeleLogic Corporation asserts in
his affidavit that the security measures in the handful of
interexchange carrier ("IXC") points of presence ("POPs") in which
Eastern has facilities are less substantial than those Bell
Atlantic proposes for its central offices. Unlike Bell Atlantic,
IXCs are not required to provide collocation in all their POPs -­
collocation may be limited to only those POPs for which the IXCs
have easily isolated space and, therefore, security will be a minor
problem -- and they may refuse to provide space to companies that
they believe may constitute security risks. Bell Atlantic must
provide collocation on request in every central office in which it

10 Supplement to Bell Atlantic's Direct Case (filed September
24, 1993).

11

12

Direct Case at Exh. 6-10.

Direct Case, Att. B at 26-27.
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has available space, no matter how much of a .ecurity risk it
poses, and to every entity that requests collocation. Bell
Atlantic will invoke the maximUJll security arrangements in the
tariff only where they are required to make secure space available
for collocation in a particular central office.

6. ClaJ..: Bell Atlantic b.. not justified the inflation factor it
uses to adjust tile vendor price of equi".ent it procures to offer
service under the tariff (MFS at 4-5).

Adjustment of vendor price lists to reflect current
inflation levels in lieu of continually procuring and monitoring
new lists is a traditional costing practice in the
telecoaDlunications industry. The inflation factor that Bell
Atlantic used for this purpose is the actual historical price trend
for the type of equipment being procured -- not the GNP or any
other broad economic measure. In fact, application of an
"inflation factor" to the previous year's investment in certain
types of equipment, such as circuit equipment, will actually result
in a lower current investment, because of the downward trend in the
price of advanced technology. Bell Atlantic derived the specific
inflation factor which MFS singled out -- 11.2' for AC power -­
from Department of Energy figures showing the actual annual
increases in electric power charges .13

7. Clai.: It is unreasonable for Bell Atlantic to require a
collocator to purcluue a dedicated cable rack for each cross­
connection ordered (TCG at A-5, MFS at 15-16).

MFS asserts that, because network cable racking is
offered on a "per service" basis, it forces collocators to purchase
a dedicated cable rack for each cross-connection. This is not
true. Bell Atlantic spread the rackinq investment over the number
of cross-connections that collocators in an average central office
were expected to demand. Potential collocators have told Bell
Atlantic that they require a route in the central office that is
not shared with Bell Atlantic's own services, and Bell Atlantic's
tariff was based upon that assumption. contrary to MFS's Claim,
Bell Atlantic has not proposed a separate route for each cross­
connection, nor are the tariff rates based upon that assumption.

13

Survey.
Department of Energy Form 826, Engineering User News
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8 • CllIiJI: Bell Atlutic failed to adbere to tbe COJIIdssion ' B
.requi.ntII8.Dt to speci.fy collStnlction charg•• .for .aah o.ffies in its
tariff; ~telld it suJwtituted ti... and _terials charges (MFS at
17-18, TCG at A-4).

The cost to prepare space in each central office varies
widely, and unforseen construction costs may be incurred when the
work actually begins, as Bell Atlantic discussed in the Direct
Case. M Accordingly, it is reasonable to charge the collocators -­
the sole causers of the construction costs -- for the exact amount
of ti•• and the materials that it takes to construct the space. A
prior .stimate of those costs would be just that, an estimate, and
could result in under- or over-recovery of Bell Atlantic's costs.

9. Clai.: It is UD.rellBollllble to charge colloclltors to .reaove
asbestos in offices in which they collocate (MFS at 20-21).

Both federal and local regUlations generally provide that
asbestos in existing buildings that is not in "friable condition,"
and therefore poses no threat to health, need not be removed unless
it is disturbed. The remodeling needed to provide space for
collacators will be, in most cases, the sole cause of disturbing
the asbestos -- Bell Atlantic would have no plans to remodel the
office for any other purpose. Principles of cost causation,
therefore, dictate that the cost of the asbestos removal be charged
to the co110cator.

10. Claim: It is unreasonable to prohibit teraination of dark
fiber facilities into collocated space (MFS at 27-31, ALTS at 34­
35, TCG at B-5 to 6).

Bell Atlantic's dark fiber offering provides a facility
between two customer premises, and the custoaer provides
electronics at both ends. A cross-connection, by contrast,
connects a Bell Atlantic switch or frame with a collocator's
equipment. By definition, such a connection cannot be "dark,"
because Bell Atlantic must provide electronics at one end to
"light" the fiber. The two services are fully distinguishable.

14 Bell Atlantic's approach is similar to that used by other
landlords and building contractors. It recognizes that different
collocators may have very different needs, even within the same
central office and avoids the claim that Bell Atlantic is offering
only "cookie-cutter" space to its customers. See Direct Case, Att.
B at 36.
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11. Clabl: Repeate.r. should not be required as part of the cross­
connect: service (MFS at 13-15, ALTS at 27-28, MCl at 4 and 10,
sprint communications Company L.P. at A-14 to 15, TCG at A-2).

The use of repeaters for each arrange.ent both ensures
that collacators obtain continued high-quality service and prevents
degradation of others' service through cross-talk and reduced data
throughput. Unless it provides repeaters, Bell Atlantic cannot
warrant that it will be able to maintain the quality of service of
all affected customers, not just the collacator. ts

The competitive access providers ("CAPs") themselves
require customers to purchase repeaters or other equipment whenever
the CAPs unilaterally decide they are necessary to protect the
CAP's network. For example, TCG gives itself the right to provide,
at the customer's expense, any "protective equipment required to
prevent such damage or injury. "1 In view of the fact that the
CAPs themselves believe that their customers should be required to
subscribe to protective equipment, such as repeaters, the
Commission should not find that Bell Atlantic's similar provision,
included for similar purposes, is unreasonable.

12. Clai.: Bell Atlantic's clai.-d invest.llent in DC power
:facilities is excessive (TCG at A-6 to 7).

The table in TCG's filing that sets out the power
investments is in error. By failing to allocate Bell Atlantic's DC
power investment on a 40 amp basis, TCG misstated Bell Atlantic's
investment for 40 amps of DC power as $258,915, whereas the proper
figure should have been $17,261.

13. Clai.: Bell Atlantic i_poses an unreasonably short period (90
days) during wMeb II collocator -.Jst begin offering service through
its collocated :facilities (TCG at B-8 to 9).

The principal purpose of providing a time limit for
collocators' use of collocated space is to prevent one collacator
from preventing other collocators or Bell Atlantic from providing
new or expanded service by warehousing space it has no intention of
using. This is similar to provisions on efficient use of the

15 ALTS erroneously asserts that Bell Atlantic requires
collocators to subscribe to "POT Bays" in addition to repeaters.
ALTS at 27. ALTS member TCG correctly states that "Bell
Atlantic ••• do(es] not require a POT Bay." TCG at A-l.

16 TCG, Tariff F.C.C. No.1, section 2.4.2.
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collocators' space, which the co_ission has sanctioned. 17 Bell
Atlantic will evict a colloca~or that is not operating within 90
days only if another collocator is being deprived of the ability to
provide expanded interconnection through that office, i.e., all
available space in a central office has been exhausted and there is
a request from another collocator for the space, or if Bell
Atlantic requires the space to provide service to its customers.

14. c~a1.: Bell A'tlautic UJoulcf not be perai't'tecf 'to tera1nate
service for every .brwacb of the tariff provisions (TCG at B-12 to
13) •

Expanded special access interconnection is a tariffed
telecommunications service offering. Like any such offering, if a
custoaer breaches provisions of the tariff, it is violating the
terms and conditions under which it subscribed to the service, and
Bell Atlantic has an obligation to enforce the tariff by
discontinuing service. TCG cannot have it both ways. It has
pressed hard for a coamission rUling that the leasing of central
office real estate is a tariffed common carrier service, yet it
wants to be relieved of the obligation that any customer has to
abide by all the terms of the tariff.

15. Clai.: It is un.reasonable to consider a collocator's request
to eJCpand its existing space "ithin a central office 11II a nell' order
(ALTS at 34).

The design and planning work to accommodate expansion of
a collocator's space is as extensive as the initial design and
planning. Both include order processing, planning for the
modif ication of central office space, assessllent of the
construction costs to meet the collocator' s request, and new
construction vendor bid solicitations. Accordingly, it is
appropriate to charge for the design and planning of expansion on
the same basis as an initial collocation order.

17 1fXpanded Interconnection "ith Local 2'elepbone Ca.pany
Facilities, Report and Order and Notice of Proposed Rule.aJcing, 7
FCC Red 7369 at ! 80 (1992).



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing "Reply to

Comments on Bell Atlantic's Direct Case" was served this 30th day

of September, 1993, by first class mail, postage prepaid, to the

parties on the attached list.



Kathleen B. Levitz *
Acting Chief, Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications commission
1919 M street, N.W., Room 500
Washington, DC 20554

ITS, Inc. *
1919 M street, N.W., Room 246
Washington, DC 20554

Francine J. Berry
Robert J. McKee
Peter H. Jacoby
AT&T
295 North Maple Avenue
Room 3244J1
Basking Ridge, N.J. 07920

Michael F. Hydock
Federal Regulatory Affairs
MCI Communication Corp.
1801 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Randall B. Lowe
John E. Hoover
Jones, Day, Reavis & Pogue
1450 G Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005-2088

Greg Vogt *
Chief, Tariff Division
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 518
Washington, DC 20554
(two copies)

Paul R. Schwedler
Assistant Chief Regulatory Counsel
Defense Information Systems Agency
701 S. Courthouse Road
Arlington, VA 22204

Joseph W. Miller
WilTel
suite 3600
P.O. Box 2400
One Williams Center
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74102

Michael L. Glaser
Joseph P. Benkert
Hooper & Kanouff
Counsel for Teleport Denver
1810 Wynkoop street
suite 200
Denver, CO 80202-1196

Leon M. Kestenbaum
Marybeth M. Banks
Sprint Communications Co.
1850 M Street, N.W.
Suite 1110
Washington, D.C. 20036



James S. Blaszak
Francis E. Fletcher, Jr.
Gardner, Carton & Douglas
1301 K street, N.W.
suite 900 - East Tower
Washington, D.C. 20005

Robert C. Atkinson
Senior Vice President
Regulatory & External Affairs
Teleport Communications Group
1 Teleport Drive, suite 301
Staten Island, N.Y. 10311

James B. Gainer
Ann Henkener
Assistant Attorney General
Ohio Public utilities Commission
180 East Broad Street
Columbus, Ohio 43266-0573

William B. Barfield
Richard M. Sbaratta
BellSouth Telecommunications
4300 Southern Bell Center
675 West Peachtree Street, N.E.
Atlanta, GA 30375

Gail L. Polivy
GTE Service Corp.
1850 M street, N.W.
suite 1200
Washington, DC 20036

Andrew D. Lipman
Nancy L. Rowe
Jonathan E. Canis
Swidler & Berlin
3000 K street, N.W.
suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007

Heather Burnett Gold
President
Association for Local Telecom-

munications Services
1200 19th Street, N.W.
suite 607
Washington, D.C. 20036

Floyd s. Keene
Brian R. Gilomen
Ameritech Services
2000 W. Ameritech Center Drive
Room 4H64
Hoffman Estates, IL 60196-1025

Thomas E. Taylor
David W. Hills
Frost & Jacobs
2500 Central Trust Center
201 East Fifth Street
cincinnati, Ohio 45202

Ward W. Wueste, Jr.
Richard McKenna
GTE Service Corp.
P. o. Box 152092
Irving, Tx 75015-2092



James P. Tuthill
Jeffrey B. Thomas
Pacific Telesis
140 New Montgomery st.
Rm. 1522A
San Francisco, Ca. 94105

Patrick A. Lee
Edward E. Niehoff
NYNEX
120 Bloomingdale Road
White Plains, NY 10605

Rochelle D. Jones
Southern New England Telephone
Division Staff Manager -
Regulatory Matters

227 Church Street
New Haven, CT 06506

W. Richard Morris
united Telecommunications, Inc.
P. O. Box 11315
Kansas city, MO 64112

Stanley J. Moore
Pacific Telesis
1275 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
4th Floor
Washington, DC 20004

Josephine S. Trubek
Michael J. Shortley, III
Rochester Telephone
Rochester Tel Center
180 South Clinton Avenue
Rochester, NY 14646-0700

Durward D. Dupre
Richard C. Hartgrove
Michael J. Zpevak
Southwestern Bell Telephone
1010 Pine Street Room 2114
St. Louis, MO 63101

Jay C. Keithley
United Telecommunications, Inc.
1850 M Street, NW
Suite 1100
Washington, DC 20036

Lawrence E. Sarjeant
Kathryn Marie Krause
US West Communications
1020 19th Street, N.W.
suite 700
Washington, DC 20036

James Ogg
Centel Corp.
30 S. Wacker
chicago, IL

Drive
60606-6604



Robert Mazer
Nixon, Hardgrave, Devans & Doyle
One Thomas circle, suite 800
Washington, DC 20005

F. Thomas Tuttle
Douglas J. Minster
Pierson " Tuttle
1200 19th street, N.W.
suite 607
washington, D.C. 20036

• BY HAND

Cindy Z. Schonhaut
MFS Communications Co., Inc.
3000 K street, N.W.
suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007

xxx


